DOCOMENT RESOME

ED 196 864 e © 8P 017 313

AUTHOR Brophy, Jere F.: Rohrkemper, Mary H.

TITLE The Influence of Problem Ownership on Teachers®
Perceptions of and Strategies for Cogping with Problem
Students. Research Series No. Bu.

INSTITOTION Michigan state Oniv., Fast Lansing. Inst. for
Zesearch on Teaching.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (DHEW), Washiagton,
P.C.

PUR DATE Aug 80

CONTRACT 400-76-0073

NOTE 41p.: For related docurents, see SP 017 314-315.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting ¢f the American
Educational Research association (Boston, MA, April,
.1980) .

AVAII2ZBLE FRCM Institute for Research on Teaching, Colilege of
Education, Michigan state University, 252 Erickson
Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824 ($3.00).

EDES PRICE MEO1/PC02 Plus Postage.

DESCERIPTOERS *Attribution Theory; Coping: *Discipline Problems:
Elementary Education: Expectaticn: Interpersonal
Competence;: *Locus of Control: Perspective Taking:
Self Concept: Social Cognition: Student Behavior:
*Student Teacher Relationship: *Teacher Attitudes:
*Teacher Respchnse

ABSTRACT
Elementary teachers read vignettes depicting

incidents involving (fictional) students who presented chronic
behavior problems, and then told how they would respond if the
incidents occurred in their classrooms. Respoanses were coded for
attributions about the students and aktout the teacher's roles in
causing and remediating the problem. Teachers attributed. .-
controllability and intentionality to students presenting
teacher-owned proklems, but nct to students presenting student-owned
rroblems. Students presenting shared problems often were seen as able
to control their behavior, but not as misbehaving intentionally. The
contrasting patterns of attribution seen in their three levels of
problem ownership were also associated with contrasting patterns of
goals and strategies. The data bear out expectations pased on
attributional analyses of helping behavior, but raise guestions about
teachers' pregaredness to cope with problem studenrts. (Authors)

B3k 3k 2 ko ok 3 3 3 3 o ok ook ke e ok ook e e sbe ol ol e e e e ok ok o e o2 e o e e o e ol e e e ofe ol o e e dfe e e e ok ok e e oje ok ok ok ook ok ok K

* Reproduct:ons supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
Wk oo ok oo ok o ok ok ook e ok ook o o o oo ke e ook ook ok ok ok ok o ol ok ok skt ookl ok sk ok ook ok o ok o

Q




ED196884

Research Series No. 84
THE INFLUENCE OF PRbBLEM OWNERSHIP
ON TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF
AND STRATEGIES EOR COPING

WITH PROBLEM STUDENTS

Jere E. Brophy and Mary M. Rohrkemper

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION B WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

TiIS ODCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
BUCED EXACTLY 4% RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSOM OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIMN.
ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFF1CIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDULATION POSITION OR POLICY

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Jere Lhophes
v/

TO THE EQUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER {ERIC)L"

Published By
The Institute for Research on Teaching
252 Brickson Hall
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48824

August 1980

This work is sponsored in part by the Institute for Research on __
Teaching, College of Education. Michigan State University. The Institute
for Research on Teachiong is funded primarily by the Program for Teaching
and Instruction of the National Institute of Education, United States
Department of Education. The opinions expressed in this publication
do not necessarilly reflect the position, polity;—or endorsement of the
National Institute of Education. (Contyact No, 400-76-0073)

JAN 2 6 1981

2




INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH oN TEACHING

Teachers' thoughts and decisions are the focus of studies currently
under way at Michigan State University's Ipnstitute for Research on Teach-
ing (IRT). The IRT was founded in April 1976 with a $3.6 million grant from
the National Institute of Education. - That grant has since been renewed,
extending IRT's work through September 1981. Funding is also recelved from
other agencies and foundation;. The inétitute has m2jor projects investigating
teacher decision—makiﬁg, including studies of reading diagnosis and remediation,
classroom management strategies, instruction in the areas of language arts,
reading, and mathewatics, teacher education, teacher planniug, effects of
external pressures on :eachers' decisions, socio-cultural factors, and
teachers' perceptions of student affect. Researchers from many different
disciplines cooperate in IRT research. In-addiéioﬁ; public ;éhoof céécheré:.
work at IRT as half-time collaborators in research, helping to design and
élan Etudies,'ebllecf data, and a;élyze'resuits."The Institute publishes
research reports, confercnce proceedings, occasional papers, and a free
quarterly newslettég-fﬁ; practitiéﬁérs: fér more information sr to be placed

- on-the IRT mailing list pléase write to * Thé IRT Editer, 252 Brickson, NSU,

East Lansing, Michigan 48824,

- - .. - - e -

Ico;DiIECCOISE Judith E. Lanier énd.teelé: Shuiman
Associnte Directors: Lawrence W, Lezotte and Andrew C, Porter
Editorial Staff:

Lawrence W. Lezotte, coordinator of Communications/Dissemination
Janet Flegg, IRT editor




Abstract

Elementary teachers read vignettes depicting incidents involving (fictional)
students who presented chronic behavior problems, and then told how they would
reépoud if the 1ucidgnts occurred in their c¢lassrooms. -Respouses were coded
for attributions about the students and about the teachers' roles in cauéiug
and remediating the problems. Teachers attributed cﬁntrollability and
intentionality to students presenting teacher-owned problems, but not to stu-
dents presenting student-owned problems. Students presenting shared pr?plems
often were seen as able to control their behavior, but not as misbehaving inten-

tionally. The contrasting patterns of attribution seen In these three levels

of problem cwnership were also assoclated with-contrasting patterns of goals

-

and strategies. The data bear out expectations based on attributional

analyses of helping behavior, but raise questions about teachers' preparedness

to cope with problem students.




THE INFLUENCE OF PROBLEM OWNERSHIP
ON TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF
AND STRATEGIES FOR COPING

WITH PROBLEM STUDENTSl

Jere E. Brophy and Mary M. Rohrkemper2
o

Brophy and Putnam (1979), in a review of elementary school classroom manage-
ment, contrasted the literature on managing groups of students during actual
instruction with the iiterature on coping with students who present serious and
sustained problems. They concluded that recent research had produced a rich and
largely consistent knowledge base identifying effective group-management
techniques and linking them to teacher success<&n maximizing stuﬂenf engagement
in academic activigies and achievement on standardized tests {(cf. Anderson,

Ever tson, & Brophy, 1979; Brophy & Evertson, 1976; Emmer, Evertson, & Anderson,
1980; Good & Grouws, 1977; and Kounin, 1970). Thef also reported agreement across
diverse sources (educational psychology, behavior modification, and psycho-
therapy/mental health texts)lcn principles for dealing with students who present
serlous problems. Various authors.employed different concepts and addressed
different problems, but when they did overlap in discussing dealing with problem
students, they usually offered similar advice. This‘advice typlcally was not
based on classroom research, however. With the e;ceptien of certaln applications
of behavior modification principles, there has teen ligtle research on methods

of dealing with problem students and, in particular, very little research

This paper was presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Assoclation in Boston, April, 1980. The authors wish to acknowledge
and thank Jane Smith, Janls Elmore, Carolyn Rettke, Jean Medick, Lonnie McIntyre,
Susan Rubenstein, Stephen Katz, and JoAnn Hite who assisted in project planning
and data collection; Jane Smith, Lynn Scott, Patricia Linton, Caroline Wainright.
Linda Ripley, and Sheba Dunlap who coded the data; Suwatana Sookpokakit who assisted
with data preparation and analysis; and June Smith who assisted in manuscript
preparation.

2 Jere E. Brophy is coordinator of the Classroom Strategy Study and a professor
of student teaching and professional development, and counseling and educational
psychology. WMary M. Rohrkemper is project manager for the Classroom Strategy
Study and an IRT research intern.




focusing on techniques tﬁat may be feasible and effective for:the ordinary
classroom teacher (i.e., mot the school psychologist or other specialist).

These issues are addressed in the (Classroom Strategy Study, an investigation
of teachers' thinking about and strategies for coping with 12 types of "difficult""
or "problem” students often observed at the elementary level (see-Appendix 1).

The 12 problem behavior types described in‘ghe appendix were identified as the

focus for study through the following process: First, a list of approximately

75 troublesome behaviors was developed from nominations by the Classroom

Strategy Study staff, which included professors and graduate students in educational
.psychology and related disciplines, along with several elementary school teachers.
The list- was first winnowed through elimination of duplication, and then

sharpened and elaborated using concep?s and terminology borrowed from previous
studies of chronic childhood problem behavior syndromes as seen by clinicians

or classroom teachers (Lambert & Nicoll, 1977; Miller, 1972; Peterson, 1961;

Stott, Marstonm, &_Nei%l, 1975; Werry & Quay, 1971).

The result waéla list of about 20 syndromes or patterns of problem behavior,
later reduced to the 12 shown in F;gure 1 by eliminating several that seemed less
severe or widespread than the othe;s. The 12 patterns are defined so as to be

mutually exclusive, although several could coexist in the same student (for

example, short attention span/distractibility and motoric hyperactivity involve

different behaviors but are often seen in the same individuals, and either or
both of these could be combined with underachievement, hostile aggressive
behavior, or other patterns, as well). Even where multiple patterns exist in the
same individual, howevér; the patterns are different enough to be described
separately without difficulty, and it seemed likely that teachers would use
different strategies to try to cope with them. Consequently, Classroom Strategy

Study procedures were designed to deal with each problem separately. It should
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Failure Syndrome. These c¢hildren are cowvinced that they camnot do the
the work. They often nvoid starting or give up easily. They expect ro
fa1l, even after succeedirg., Signs: easily frustraled; gives up easily,
says "1 can'r do {c."

Perfectionfst. These children are unduly anxious about making mistakes.
Their self-imposed stundards are unTealistically high, so that they are

never satisfied tlth thely work {when they should be). Signs: toc mach
of a "perfectinnist™; often vuxious/fearful/frustrated about quality of

work; holds back frow class participaticn unless sure of self.

These ciildren do a minunum to just "get by."” Thay do
not vaiue schoolwork. Sigas: indifferent to school work; minimum work
* outpul; not challenged Ly schoolwerk;: poorly motivated.

Lov Achiever. These children have @ifficulry, even though they may be
willing to work. Their preobiem is low petential or lack of rendiness
rather than poor motivation. &ipns: difficclty following directicns;
difficulty completing work: poor retention: progresses slowly.

Hostile Agaressive. . These children express hostility through direct,
intense behaviors. They are not easily conrrolled. Signs: intimidates
and threateins: hiits and pushes; damages property; antagonizes; hostile;
ecasily angered. :

Passive Apzressive. These childten express eppusition and resisiance
to the teacher, out Indirectly. Tt aften i= hard to tell whether they
are reslsting deliberntely or uot. Sigas: subtly oppositicnal and
stubborn; tries to conirel; bovderline compliance with rules; mars
property rather than damages; disrtuprs surreptitiousiy; drags foat.

Defiant. These children resist authority cnd carry on a power strugple
wich 1be teacher. They want to have their wavy angd not be told what to
do. S&igns: {1) resists verbally (e.g.. (a) "You can't pake we...":
(b} "You can't tell me what to do..."; (¢) makes doerogatory statements
about teacher to others): (2) resists woa—verbally {e.g.. (a) ftowns,
grivaces, mimics teacher; (b) arms folded, hands on hips, foot
stomping: (c) looks away when belng spoken roi (d) laughs at inappro-
priate times; (e) may be physically violent toward teacher; (f)
deliberately does what teacher says not to do).

Hyperactive. These ci:ildren show emessive and almost constant hovement.
even when-sirting. Ofcmm cheir sovements appear to be witiout purpose.
Signs: squivms, wigiles, jiggles, scratches: easily excitable;

blutts out answers and comments; of ten cut of seat; bothers other
.children witii noises, movements; enfrpetic but poorly directed;
excessively touches objects or people.

Short Attenticn Span/Distractible. These children have shart attention
Spnns. They seem unable to sustain atfgontion and conrentration. Easily
distracted by sounds, sights, or spescii. Signs: hasg difficulcey
adjusting to uhangesi rarely completes tasks; easily disiTacted.

. Imonature. These children sre immature. They have poorly developed
emotional stabllity, sclf control, Self-care abkiliries, social skills,
and/or responsibility. Signs: often exhibits bebavior normal for
younger children; may cry easily; loses belongings; frequently appears
helpless, incoupttent, and/or dependent.

. Rejected by Peers. These children seek peer inreraction but are
rejected, ignoved. or excluded., Signs: forced to work and play alone;
lacks social skills; often picked on or teased.

. Shy/Withdrawm. These children avoid persoral irtevactions, are gquiet
and unobirusive, and Jo not respond well to others. Signs; quiet and
sober; does not initiate or volumteer; does not call attsutinn to self.

PR STy
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be noted, however, that teachers deal with real studenté, not abstract behaviaral
syndromes. They may worry more about peer rejection of compliant students, for
example, than about peer rejection of students whose behavior is marked by
defiance and hostile aggression. These and other possible interaction effects
among behaﬁior patterns that coexist 1in the same individuals were ﬁot addressed
in the Classroom Strategy Study.

This study is not "an experiment but @ large and systematic gathering of
self report data from experienced elementary teachers selected to provide
varlation iﬁ grade level and types of students taught and in skill at dealing
with problem students. Teachers were first observed for two half-days in their
classrooms 50 that interviewers could develop impressions of their style and
success at managing the classroom and dealing with problem students.

Then they were interv’ swed, individually and at length (an average of over four
hours per teacher). 'his began with a series of vignettes depicting classroom
incidents in which students' actions or failures to act produced outcomes

that teachers view as undesirable, and that most teachers will try to counter

by instructing or socializing the students involved. The series of vignettes

included two for each of the 12 problem student types described in Figure 1

(see Figure 2). Teachers were asked to read each vignette and then tell how
they would handle that situation if it arose in their classroom. Upon completing
the vignettes, the teachers began another interview in which they proceeded
through the 12 problem behavior syndromes and stated what they had learned about
coping with each one., This interview produced information about general
stfategies, including preventive methods and long range goals. The present
report deals with teachers' responses to the vignettes.

Interviews were tape recorded and transcribed, and then coded with a
varlety of instruments that included categories drawn from both empirical
content analysis and theoretical sources., This report presents findi&éé related

to concepts drawn from two theoretical sources: Gordon's (1974) Teacher
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10.

11.

1z.

Joe could Le a capable student, but his self concept is so poor that he
actually doscribes himself as stupid. He makes no serious effort tu learn,
shrugging of{ responsibility by saying thar “that stuff" is too hard for
him. Right now he is dawdling instead of getting rtarted on an assignment
that you know he can fdo. You know that if you approach him he will begin
to complain that the assignment is too hard and that he can't do 1it.

This morning, écveral students exeircdly tell you that on the way to
school they saw Tom beating up Sam and taking his !uﬁEh money. Tom 15 the
class bully and has deone things like this many times.

Bill is an _extremely active child. Hé seems to burst with energy, and
today he is barely "keeping the 1lid on.” This morning. the class is
working on their art projects and Bill has been in and out of his seat
Erequently. Suddenly, Roger lets out a y¢ll and you look up to see that
Bill has knocked Rager's sculpture off his desk. Bill says he didn't
mean to do it, he was just returning to his seat.

Mark is not well accepted by his classmates.. Today he has Leen trying to
get some of the other boys to play a particular game with him. After
much pleading the boys decide to play the game, hut exelude Mark. Mark
argues, saying that he should get to play because it was his 1dea in the
first place, but the boys start without him. Finally, Mark gives up and
elinks off, rejected again. T

-
herh has average ability for school work, but she is so anxious about the
quality of her work, that she seldom Finishes an assignment Lecause of
all her "start-overs." Thic morning vou-have asked the children to make
pletures to decorate the room. The time allocated to art has almost run
out and Beth is far from finished with her picture. You ask her about it
and find out she has "made wistakes" on the other ones ard this is her
third atteapt at a "good picture.”

The class i3 about to begin a test. The room 1s quiet. Just as you are
about to Legin speaking, Audrey openz her desk. Her notebook slides off
the desk, spilling loose papors on the floor. Audrey beginz gathering up
the papers, slowly and deliberately. All eyes are upcn her. Audrey stops.
grins, and than slowly resumes gathering papers. Someone laughs. Others
start talking.

George's atcention wanders easilyv. - Today it has been divided between the
discussion and various distractions. You ask him a question, but he is
distracted and doesn't huar you. .

Linda is bright enough, but she is shy and withdrawn. .5he doesn‘t vel-
unteer to participate in class, and when you call on her directly, she
often dous not reSpend. When she does, she usually whispers. Today, you

"are checking seatwork progress. When you question her, Linda keazps her

eyzs lowerod and says noching.
1

Carl can do good werk, but jie secidom does. He w2ll try to get out of work.
When you spealt to him abovt chis, he makes a show of looking serious and
pledging reform, hut his behavior doesn't chaage. Just now, you see a
typ?cal scenar Carl is making paper airplanes when he is supposed to be
working.

Roger has beer: fooling avound instead of working on his seatwork for
several davs now. TFinally, you tell him that he has to Finish or stay

in during recess and work on it then. He says, "I won't stay in!" and
spends the rest of the peried sulking. As the class begins to line up for
recess, he quickly jumps up and heads for the door. You tell him that he
has to stay inside and finish his assignment, but he just says "Mo, I

don’t!" and continues out the door to recess.

Retty soems younger than the other students In your class. She has
diffiecuity gecting alavg with them and is quick to cattle. She has just
told yon that she heard scme of the boys use "bad words" during rccess
today. -

Jeff tries bard bur is the lowest achiever in the class. This weck you
tacshl en Imporiznt scquence of lesspne. You spent 2 lot of extra tiae
with Jeff and theught he understood the maccrial. Today vou are revieswing.
All the other students answer your guesftions with ease, but when you call
on Jeff he is cbvicusly Jlost.

(Continued on next page)

RIC

Figure 2. The 24 vignettes used in the Classroom Strategy Study.




(Fignre 2 continuca) -
13, Marvy has the intelligence to succeed, if she applied hersclf, but sghe is
convinced that she can't handle it. She gets frustrated and disgusted
very easily, and then she gives up, 1nstead of trying to Solve the
problem another way, or comiug to you for heip, she skips the problem
and moves on. Today she briups you her assignment, claiming to be finished,
but you sce that she has skipped many items.

E]
Class is disrupted by a scuffle, You look up ro see that Ron has 1left
his seat #nd gonc to Phil’s desk, where he is punching and shouting at
Phil. Phil is not so much fighting back as trying to protect himself.
You don't know how this started. but you do know that Phil gets along well
with the other students but Ron often starts fights and argues without
provocation.

Paul can't scem to Kecp his hands off of the things and people in the
room. He algo scems Lo want to inspect ¢r play with whacever is at hand.
When he 15 not physically manipulating somwoue or semetaing else, he hums,
whistles, griraces, drums his fingers, taps his feet, or mokes ather
nnises through physical activity. Just now he has discgvered that one ef
-the sctews holding the back of his chair te its frame is lcosc, and he is
pushing and pulling at the loose piece. In the _process, he iy ferther
loosening the connection and at the sane timedistracting the class with
the noise he is making. . .

*-&“

Kathy is a loner Iin the classroom and an onIooké? on the playground. No
one willingly sits with her or plays with her. You divided the class iaro
groups to work on prajects. and those in Kathy s group are mauing unkind
remarks about her, loud enough for all to heat.
Chris is a capable student who is exceptisnally anxious about making
mistakes. He doesn't contribute to class discusuions or recitation
unless he is cbsolately sure ke Ls right. Yeu recognize his anxiety and

_ try to call on him only when vou are reasonably sure he can handle 1t.
When you do this today, he blanches and stumbles through an incorrcet
answer. He is cleavly upsst.

The class has just been given instructfons te line up quickly. The
students comply, with the exceptios of Jack, whoe is zlugys the iasb 2
follow ditections. Jack remains at his desk, working onm a drawing.

He looks up, in the dircction of the line, thin resumes work on his
drawing.

Sarah never sceas to finish an assigument. She is easily distracted. and
then isn't ohle to recapture what she had been thinking about before tie
interruption. You distribute a work sheet te the clasg, and the students,
including Sorah, begin theit work., After a couple of minutes you see that
Sarah is looking out the window, distracted again.

John often scems to be off in his own world, but today he is watching
¥you as you lead a discussion. Pleused to see him attentive, you ast hia
what h¢ thinks. However, yeu have to vep2at his name 2nd he looks
startled vhen he realizes thitt you have called on lLuim.  Heawwhile. you
realize thot he has been immersed in daydreams and only appeared teo be
paying actentien.

Naney is oriented toward peers and social re15tionships, not schoal work.
She could be doing top prade work, but jostead she dees just eneowgh to
get by. BShe is often thacting et writing notes when the is supposed to
be paying attention er werking. iburing today'e lesson, she hags re-—
peatedly turned to studeats on each side of her to make remarks, and

now she has a conversution going with scveral friends.

Squirt guns arc not permitted in schwol. Scott has been squirting

otlier students with his sguirt gunr., You tell him to bring the squirt
gun to you., lle refuses, raying that {t is his and you have wo rigat to
it. You insist, but be remaing defiant and starts to become upset,
Judgirg from his past and preseat behavior, be is not goiag to surreader
the squirt gun voluntarily. .

Gteg often loscs his belongings, becomes upset, whiues, apd badgers you
to help him. Now he has misplnced his hat, and h2 ir nestering you again.
Other students smirk and nake remarks about this, and Greg becomes upser.

Tim is a poor student. He hias a Llow poiencinl for sthool work and also
lacks the basic experiences that help a child functtion iz the classroom.
Yoa have just presented a new lrgssen to the class and have assigned
rclated seatwork. You loowk over the ¢lass and see that Tim is upset.
When you ask him if something is wrong, he telds you that he can't do

it == it's too hard.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Effectiveness Training and the contributions of several social psychologists

concerning thinking and behavior in helping situations.

Problem Ownership

The concept of problem ownership has been used by various writers concerned
with psychotherapy and parenting. Gordon (1970) posited that conflicts between
parents and children could be-subdivided into categories reflecting the degree
to which the parents and children were frustrating one another'’s needs. Research
on parents’ responses to vignettes involving conflicts with children has shown
that these categories or levels of problem ownership are associated with contrasting
parental.responses on dimensions such as assuming a sympathetic, solution-oriented
stance versus an unsympathetic, authoritarian stance (Stollak, Scholom, Kallman,

& Saturansky, 1973; Kallman, Note 1),

Gordon (1974) has suggested that identification of who owns a problem is
also important in examining classroom conflicts. Specifically, he suggests that
problems in teacher-student interaction can be divided into three types:

(1) teacher-owned problems, in which student behavior interferes with thg teacher’s
meeting his/her own needs, or causes the teacher to feel frustrated, upset, )
irritated, or angry; (2) shared problems, in which the teacher and a student
interfere with each other’'s need satisfaction; and (3) student-owned problems,

in which students’ need satisfaction is frustrated by people or events which da

not include the teacher,

Teachers are ultimately responsible for what occurs in their classrooms,
and therefore have at least some degree of ownership in all problems that occur
there. However, student problem behavior, including that depicted in our vignettes,
can be located on a continuum ranging from primarily teacher-owned problems through
more equally shared problems to primarily student-owned problems, according to
the degree to which tgacher.behavior frustrates the need satisfaction of students,
or vice versa. The 2& vignettes in Figure 2 were grouped into three levels of

11
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Primarily teacher-owned problems include vignettes 2, 6, 9, 10, 14, 18,
21, and 22. In each of these vignettes, the student's actions threaten the
teacher's needs for authority and control. Primarily student-owned problems
include vignettes 4, 5, 12, 16, 17, 23, and 24. Here, the students have
general problems of self devaluation, feelings of inadequacy, or internal
conflicts. These frustéate progress toward their own goals, but do not
directly thwart the need satisfaction of the teacher. Vignettes 1, 3, 7, 8,
11, 13, 15, 19, and 20 present shared problems. In these vignettes, the
students do not directly Ehreaten the teacher's authority, but because they
have difficulty living up to the demands of the ideal student role, they create
classroom management or control problems for the teacher. These three levels
of problem ownership comprise a situational independent variable used in
analysis of teachers' thinking about and strategies for coPing with the problem

behavior depicted in the vignettes.

Attributional Analysis of Helping Behavior

The attributional approach to the study of achievement (Weiner, 1979) has
become well known to educational psychologists in recent years. Less well
known, but pPerhaps equally exciting, are attribuFional analyses of people's
thinking and behavior in helping situations (i.é:; situations inlwhich a victim
is suffe?ing some kind of frustration or deprivation, and an onlooker must
decide whether or not to offer help). Research has been conducted, for exaﬁple,
on the behavior of ordinary citizens confronted with che physical collapse of
a man who may be drunk, ill, or injured, and the behavior of college students
asked to lend thelr notes to a classmate who missed the previous class.
Analyses of reactor behavior in these situations indicate that the likelihood
of helping the victim depends on the reactor's attributions concerning (1) the

locus of causality of the victim's problem and (2) the controllability cthe

12




victim has over his or hér }1ight (Piliavin, Rodin, & Piliavin,_1969; Simon and

Weiner, in pPress). Also important are the personal risk factors involved in helping

and the degree of ambiguity in the situation (Crano, Note 2).

We expected to find similar effects In teachers' responses to our vignettes.

Specifically, we expected that teachers' understanding of problems and their

~intensity, as well as their attributions about students' self-control capacities

and underlying intentions, would differ as a function of problem ownership and

be associated with teachers' perceptions of their own roles (if any) in causing

the problem, their perceptions of their hbility to produce change, and the

nature of the strategies they suggested for trying to do so.

Method

Teachers

Interviews were obtained from 98 elementary school teachers distributed

about evenly across grades K-6. Of these, 54 taught Iin Lansing and 44 in inner-

city Detroit. No more than four teachers in any given school were included.

All teachers had at least three years of experience and had been nominated by

their principals as either outstand;ng or average in ability to deal with

difficult students. These 98 teachers represented about 75% of those orginally

nominated; the others declined to participate. Teachers were paid for the time

they spent responding t¢ our interviews.

Data Collection

Each teacher was observed and interviewed by a Classroom Strategy Study

staff member, who did not know how the principal had rated the teacher. Teachers

were observed for two half-days, during which the interviewers gathered general

impressions of the teacher's style and level of success in managing the classroom

and dealing with problem students, the nature of the students in the class, the

general classroom atmosphere, and the availability and use ©of other adults in

the classroom. Following this, teachers were interviewed individual’y for an

13
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average of over four hours (range = 2 to 10 hours), spread over two Or more
sessions,

Interviews began with the ﬁ?gnettes, which were presented one at a time
in the order given in Figure 2. Following the vignettes, teachers were asked
to discuss their general strategies for deaiing with each of the 12 problem
student types described in Figure 1, They alsc were asked to rate their abilities
‘to cope with each of these student types, to state the frequency with which
they had encountered each type in the past three years, and to answer several
questions ébout the schools in which they taught. The present report focuses on
analyses of teachers' responses to the vignettes. Readers interested in more
details about the larger study as a whole should consult Rohrkemper and Brophy
(Note 3),.

There were two vignettes for each of the 12 problem behavior types described
in Figure 1. During development, the vignettes were revised several times to
insure that they depicted incidencs that would be familiar to elementary school
teacheré and perceived as typical of the kinds of problems presented by each
of the 12 types of problem students under study. To pmake it easy for each
teacher to visualize the events depicted in the vignette as occurring in his or
her oun classroom, we eliminated specific references to facilities, equipment,
or individuals (school psychologists, social workers)thgt might be familiar
. to some teachers but not others.

In order to avoid confounding the behavior depicted in the vignettes with
various status characteristics of students, we avoided mention of age, race,
ethnicity, or social class, and eliminated clues (direct quotes or othér
language data, pictures or drawings,and so on) that might suggest these

characteristics., Students were identified by sex through their names, hecause

14
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we felt that this was necessary for realism. Only male names were assigned

to behavior vatterns identified primarily with males (hyperactivity, hostile
aggressive behavior), but both male and-female names were assigned to behavior
patterns that are less sex typed (failure syndrome, passive aggressive). The
incident depicted in each vignette is presented as only the latest in a

series of similar incidents involving the same student. Thus, the incident

is placed in a context of chronic problem behaviér as defined by the patterns
given in Figure 1.

Teachers were asked to read each vignette and respond as if the situation
had occurred in their classro®9m. Specifically, they were asked to state what
they would say and do, to tell why they would say and do this, and to describe
the student in the vignette in their own words. These data simulate teachers'

responses to actual classroom incidents in which there are real'qonsequences

for themselves, for the student engaging in the problem behavior, and for all

the students in the class, who witness the event and experience its effects

vicariously.

Problem Ownership Classification .

Using definitions given by Gordon (1974), we initially classified the
24 vignettes into five cato>gories according to the degree to which the frustration
of need satisfaction in the incident affected the teacher rather than the
student: 1 = 90-1007%; 2 = 60-90%; 3 = 40-60%; & = 10-40%; 5 = 0-10%. This
produced 757% agreement within one scale point. Discussion of diségreements
led to identification of two major sources of ambiguity, and to the
establishmentnéf"two coding conventions to eliminate them.

The first ambiguity concerned the motivations of the students, which are
spelled out clearly in some vignettes but deliberately left ambiguous in
athers.” In coding problem ownership, we adopted the convention that students

would not be construed as deliberately creating problems for the teacher or

15
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self defeating outcomes for themselves unless such motivation was stated
explicitly in the vignette. Thus, the hyperactive students were not described
as deliberately causing disruption or property damage, and the distractible
students were not described as deliberately ignoring the teacher or inter-
rupting the flow of activities.

"The second coding convention dealt with the point in time at which
problem ownership was to be assessed. Given that these were classroom events
in which teachers were going to intervene, definitiong of problems and
determinations of ownership would be different before and after such intervention.
Within Gordon's (1974) scheme, aggresssive students who attack their peers,
or underachievers who entértain themselves when they are supposed to be
working, create a problem for the teacher but do ﬁot have a problem themselves
(their need satisfaction is not being frustrated). .This would change if the
teacher should intervene, however, especially by preSSuriqg or punishing them.
At this point, the situation becomes a shared problem, or even a primarily
student-owned problem. At the other extreme, consider students who are
rejected by their peers through no fault of their owm. Inla sense, this is
purely a student-owned problem, but it becomes partly a teacher-_owned

problem as soon as the teacher notices it and feels compelled to try to do

something about jit. To minimize these ambiguities, and also to insure that

the classification of problem ownership in these vignettes was faithful .to
Gordon's (1974) guidelines, we established the convention that problem ownership
would bevassessed as it existed prior to the teacher's intervention. Thus,
aggression and underachievement were classified as primarily teacher-owmed
problems, even though they might become student-owmed problems as well, once the

teacher intervened.
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Use of these coding conventions led to 100% agreement within one point
on the five-point scale of problem ownership. Furthermore, inspection of the
ratings revealed that 23 of the 24 vignettes were coded at either the extremes

or the middle of the scale, and thus could be classified as primarily teacher-

owned, primarily student-owned, or clearly shared problems. The only exception

was vignette #11, which geemed to be somewhere between an equally shared
problem and a primarily student-owned problem. To reduce our list to three
classifications and thus simplify analysis, we classified vignette #11 as an

equally shared problem.

Attribution Coding

Each teacher's response to each vignette was coded with the Attribution
Inferencg_coding system, which focused on five attribution dimensions; locus‘
of causality, stability, and controllability (Weiner, 1979); intentionality
(Rosenbaum, Note 4); and globality (Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978).
Coders assessed teachers' attributions about the student who presented the
problem and about their own role (if any) in creating or remediating rhe
problem.

In assessing locus of causality, coders rated whether the problem resulted
from factors internal to the student (Bill is hyperactive), from factors
external to the student (Bill has never been taught to control himself), or from
an interaction between internal and external factors (Bill is hyped up and hasn't
learned to monitor his behavior). Teachers who mentioned only one of these
possibilities were coded accordingly, and the others were coded as having
mentioned multiple possibilities. Similar methods were used in coding the
other four attribution dimensions. Controllability ratings concerned whether
the student ;as responsible for the problem (Bill cam stay in his seat if he
tries), or whether the problem was something beyOpd the student's control
(he just can't stop hies body from moving all the time).

17
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Intentionality coding concerned whether the student was acting intentionally
(he was probably mad at Roger) or unintentionally (he was probably trying to
help Roger), Stability codes coﬁcerned whether the problem was seen as stable I;
ovér time (he is constantly in mﬁtion, never stops) or as variable (some days,
he can't keep the 1lid on; other days, he does quite nicel&). ¥inally, globality
coding concerned whether the probiém was seen as generalized across situations
(he can't sit still anywhere) or as specific to certain contexts (he has a hard
time with the demands for.quiet and physical inéctivity in the classroom,
but he's fine elsewhere).

Four of theée fﬁve dimensions of teachers’ inferences about, students were
also used in rating teachers’ inferences about themselves. Here, the locus of
causality coding concerned whether teachers saw the Problem as resulting from
factors internal to themselves (Bill is borad; that means I didn't plén the
lésson well), factors-external to themselves (Bill is hyperactive and thought-
less), or a combination of internal and external causes (I know that Bill is
hyperactive, but I could have prevepted this by providing him with more structure}.

Controllability coding in this case referred to teachers' perceptions that they

could control the expression of the problem (i.e., could produce desirable change)

through their own efforts. Teachers ﬁere coded as believing that they could

produce change personally (I would put Bill on a contract system. It might take

a while, put he'd learn), believing that change was possible but not through

their own efforts (Bill needs to pe put on Ritalin), or believing that meaningful
change was not possible, whether through the efforts of themselves or anyone

-Else (You can’t do much with Bill except wait for him to outgrow his hyperactivity).
Stability coding concerned whether teachers exﬁected any improvements in problem
behavior to be stable (When Bill learns to be aware of his hyperactivity, he

will pe able to control it) or unstable (Bill will fgel bad about the broken

sculpture and he will be careful--for awhile aryway). Finally, g&lobality
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coding concerned whether the teacher eXpected to produce generalized change (I
would make sure to notice when he was able to control himself-better on the
playground, at lunch, or what have you) versus sltuation specific change (I ?ould
remove hiﬁ from the hubbub to help him control himself next time we had art
solthis wouldn't happen). Intentionality was not coded in regard to teachers'
perceptions of theirlchange efforts, because these were always explicitly

intentional.

Ocher Coding

Vignette responses were also coded with other systems. The Rewards and
Punishmentslcoding system examined the types of reward, punishmeqt, supportive
behavior, and threaténihg 6f“bfeséﬁfiﬁ§'£;£avior that teachers reported using
| in dealing with the problems depicted in the vignettes. The Universal coding
system addressed various qualitative aspects of teachers' responses, in-
cluding whether the content communicated to students was Instructive vyersus
merely imperative, and whether the goals of the Intervention strategy were
confined to short term control/desist attempts or instead included systematic
attempts to modify behavior through instruction or reinforcement or get to the
bottom of the problem by building a relationship and producing ingight. Details
about coding and analyses involving these other systems can be found in
Rohrkemper and Brophy (Mote 5, Note B). The present report mentions only a

gelected subset of these varlables, to illustrate general patterns of relacionship

to problem ownership.

Coding Reliability

All teachers' responses to each vignette were coded twice, by separate
coders, with each of the three systems. Coders were unaware of the ldentities
of the teacﬁers, the probldm ownership classificationsof the vignettes, and ©ur

expectations concerning relationships with attribucions. Coding reliability was
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computed as percent exact agreement. Percent eXact agreement equals the number
ofvgpges made and agreed upon by both coders divided by itseif, plus the number
of ;isagreements, plus the number of codes made by the first coder but not the
second, plus the number of codes made by the second coder but not the first.
These agreement percentages were 76% for the Attribution Inference system, 72%
for the Rewards and Punishments system, and 68% for the Universal coding system.

Disagreements were resolved by each pair of coders, with involvement of the

authors when necessary.

Data Analyses

Each catégory within each variable in each of the three systems (except

for three variables in the Universal system which were treated as scales) was

treated as a presence (1) versus absence (0) code, and these scores were

aggregated across the -vignettes within each of the three levels of problem
ownership. Averaging these codes'hiihin each level yielded mean proportion scores
indicating the likelihood that the teacher would use each category in responding
to any particular vignette in that level of problem ownership. In addition,

sum scores indicating multiple use of categories were computed and averaged

for certain variables (rewards,for example). The proportion and sum scores

were subjected to one-way analyses of variance to assess main effects due to

levels of problem ownership.

Results
Data from the Attribution Inference codes are shown in Table 1. For each
variable, we have included data for the category used most frequently and for
the category indicating use of multiple codes. In addition; data for the
category indicating mention of interaction between the most popularly used
category and the contrasting category that was paired with it are given for the
three variables that included this option. Data from the contrasting paired

categories are not included in the table because they are redundant with the
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Table 1
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Means, Standard Deviations and Probability Data from

Analyses of Variance in Teacher's Attributionsl Inferences by Problem Owmnership

Category

Teachers! Perceptions

About the Students

Al

Locus of causality:
internal to student
Locus of causality:

internal~external

"interaction

Locus of causality:
multiplelpossibilities
Controllability
student responsible
Controllability:

both possibilities
Intentionality: Student
acts intentionally
Intengionality:

both possibilities
Stability: problem is
stable over time
Stability:-

both possibilities

Globality : problem

is generalized

Proportional Use of Category

Teacher—owned
Problems

Shared
Problems

Student Owned
Problems

Mean SD

342.75 <.0001

742.70 <, 0001

.88 .14 7.33 . 0008

(continued on next page)




" Table 1, (cont'd.) . 18

Teacher-owned Shared Student Owned
Problems Problems Problems F P
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
E3 Globalicy: '
both possibilities . .09 .10 .09 .09 .07 .10 2,66  .0718
Teachers® Perceptions about
Themselves
F2 Locus of causality:
problem is due to the
ee' - teacher 92 .12 .93 .11 .90 .13 1.59 .2067
F3 Locus of causality: - ’
T-S interaction - .01 .03 .01 ‘.0& .03 .06 5.25 . 0058
- F4 Locus-of causality:
multiple possibilities .07 11 .05 .08 .06 .08 1.01 - .3640
Gl Controllability:
T can effect change .61 .23 +78 .20 .66 .19 17.45 <. 0001
G3 IControllability:
. Meaningful change not
possible .02 ,05- .04 .0?. .05 .10 .6.48 .0018
G4 Controllabilicy:
mu}tiple possibilities .32 .22 16 .17 .23 .17 16.82 <.0001
Hl1 Stability: expects
stable improvements .55 .23 .57 ..20 .64 .22 4.33 . 0140
H3 Stability: both possi- -
. bilities .04 .08 .04 .08 .04 .07 .05 .9472
Ii Globality: expects
generalized improvements .32 .22 .41 .23 54 .26 21.22 <.0001
I3 Globality: both

possibilities 0L .04 +02 .05 .01 .05 .96 .3836




other information.

In general, it is clear from the table that teachers' attributions about

self and students differed according to level of problem ownership. As expected,

means for teacher/student-shared problems (TS) typically fell between the means

for primarily teacher-owned problems (T) and the means for primarily student-

owned problems (S).

Locus of Causality

The data for categories F2 and Al indicate that the teachers typlcally saw

the problems as caused by factors external to themselves, typically factors

internal to the student. Within these general trends, the teachers were slightly

less likely to attribute student-owned problems to factors internal to the

student ( '??T’ ?GTS’ .?OS), compared to teacher-owned or shared problems. It

1s clear from these data that teachers do not see themselves as the causes, in

whole or even in part, of classroom behavior problems, at least the kinds of

chronic behavior problems depicted in these vignettes.

Controllability

The means for variable Bl (.?9&, 'jGTS’ .165) indicate that the teachers' attri-

butions concerning students' ability to control their behavior covary with problem

ownership levels. Students exhibiting student-owned problems were seen as

unable to control their behavior, and thus as victims rather than individuals

Attributions concerning students with shared

responsible for their problems.

problems were more mixed, although teachers were somewhat more likely to see

these students as unable to control their problem behavior than as able to

control it., ¥inally, the teachers were very likely to see students presenting

teacher -owned problems as able to control their behavior, and thus as blameworthy

for tﬁe problems they created. For example, Carl, the underachiever in vignette #9,

1s seen as ma2king paper airplanes instead of doing his work because he chooses to,

Q _ ' 225;




and not because he doesn't understand the directions ©OY doesn't know how to do the
assignment. In contrast, Jeff, the low achiever in vignette #12, has a stu-
dent-owned problem. His failure to answer is attributed to low ability, and
not to poor motivation or pther causes that he would be expected to control

tas Carl is). Betty, the immature student in vignette #1lL presents a shared
problem when she tattles to the teacher. Like the other shared problems, this'
produées less teacher consensus about contrdllability of the problem behavior.
Some teachers believe that Betty‘knows better than to tattle such things, and
tend to hold her responsible for failure to exercise control. Other teachers,
however, see Betty as acting according to what she believes she should or must
do, and they do noé attribute controllability to her.

The means for variables Gl, G3, and G4 indicate that teachers believe that
meaningful change is possible even for these chronic behavior proﬁlems, and
typically they believe that they can effect change through their own actions
(vs. believing that change is possible but must come about through the actions

of parents, physical maturaction, or other factors that teachers do not control).

Even so, teachers' confidence in their ability to effect change often assumed

help from other adults (either the parents or school support services). The
principal or counselor were often used for hostile aggressive and defiant stu-
dents, and special aides for dealing with low achievers. Statements of inability
to effect change (G3) were rare, but when they did occur they appeared most

fréduently with regard to hyperactivicy.

Intentlionality

&s did their controllability attributions, teachers' attributions con-

cerning intentionality in students' problem behavior covaried with levels of




21

problem ownership. The means for variable Cl indicate that iIntentionality is

very likely to be attributed to students: presenting teacher~owned problems,

but unlikely to be attributed to students presenting shared problems and especlally
to students presenting student-owned problems (.?OT, 'lgTS’ .OSS). The main
~difference between the controllability and intentionality data 1s that teacher
owned problems are usually seen as bo@h controllable and intentional, byt shared
problems and student-owned problems are likely to be seen as unintentional even

if they are seen as controllable. Students with the latter problemslpresumably
present problem behavior hecause they do not know any better or are prﬁne to forget
instructions, and not because of any deliberate intention to misbehave.

For example, jeff, the low échiever in vigﬁette #12, 1s n;t seen as trying

to get out of class recitation, to play to the claés, to Irritate the teacher,

or in any other way to intentionally cause a problem. instead, his problem

stems from limited ability, something over which he has no control. Bill, the
hyperactiﬁe student 1In vignette #3, creates a shared problem when he breaks

the sculpture. Teachers typlcally see him as able to control his hyperactive
behavior and thus responsible forﬁthe problem to a degree, but they usually temper
this by recognizing that it Is difficult for Bill to control his movements.
Therefore, the incident described 1In the vignette 1s seen as'an unfortunate
accldent, aﬁd not an intentional act of destruction. Both controllability and
intentionalicy are typlcally attributed to Carl, the underachiever in vignette

#9, Most teachers not only expect Carl to control his behavior (concentrate on
his work), but also believe that he is misbehaving intentionally. He 1s aware
that he is mot supposed to be making paper alrplames at this time, but he does

s0 nevertheless, perhaps as an act of deflance, to get attention, or to show

off to his c¢lassmates.




Seability 1

The means for variable D1 1ndic;te that the problem behavior of thé
students depicted in the vignetteswas seen as stable over time (.BST, '87TS’
.935), especlally for student -owned .problems. This has little meaning in
the present study because stability was built into the vignettes. Data taken
' uéing vignettes without such stability cues would be more instructive,

The means for variable Hl (.55., .57 .665) indicate that the teachers

T8’
tended to see themselves as able to produce stable changes, especially for stu-
dent owned problems. Our Iimpression is that intentionality notions are oper-

ating here. When teachers perceive problem behavior as unintentional, they tend
to be more confident of being able to produce stable change. Intentionality ig

apparently associated with resistance to the teacher, and intentional problem

%ny

T

behavior is geen as less likely to be cﬁanged by the teachers'® efforts for
length of time beyond the immediate situation. ,
Y
Globality
Like stability, globality of the problem behaviors (generalization across
situations) was built into the viénettes. As a result, the means;for ﬁariable ,

El (.aqr, .83TS, .885) are all high, but especially for student -owned problem

situations. In general, the data for variables Dl and El indicate that the

teachers were aware of the material built into the vignettes;indicating that

the problem was not an isolated incident but part of an ongoing pattern of
similar problem behavior exhibited by the student in question. Xt is not

clear why the teachers were most likely to note this for student -owned problems
and least likely for teacher -owned problems, and in any case these are relatively

minor variations on the major themes described above.
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The means for variable I1 (.32T, .61T§, .563) are. lower and Vvary more

than those for variables Gl and Hl, indicating that teachers are relatively

pessimistic about their abilities to bring about generalized change in student

behavior, even though they are generally optimistic about their abilities to

bring about stable change. Student-owned problems were an exception to this

trend. Here, a slight majority of teachers expected improvement to generalize

across situations as well as be stable over time.

Problem Solving Strategies

Selected data from the Rewards and Punishments coding system and the

Universal coding system are presented in Table 2. These data indicate that

levels of problem ownership covary not only with teachers' attributions about

self and students, but also with the strategies they mention for coping with

In teacher-owned problem situations, the teachers perceived the

the problem.

students as capable of self control but intentionally misbehaving. Given these

attributions, the teachers were pessimistic about their ability to produce

generalized improvements. -These nqgative expectations were reflected

in the restricted language shown in thelr responses to vignettes depicting

teacher ~owned problems. These responses were often confined to terse demands

for behavior change, with little explanation of the rationales underlying these

demands and little emphasis on instruction about appropriate behavior. Geals

typically were limited to short—term control of symptomatic behavior, without

emphasis on substituting desirable behaviors (rewards/shaping goals) or preven~

tive/remedial attempts to address POSSible'causes of the problem behavior (mental

health goals). These restricted goals are reflected in a relative absence of



Table 2. ]
Selected Data Illustrating Relationships between Levels of

Problem Ovnership and Teachers' Strategies for Responding to

the Problems Depicted in the Vignettes

Strategy ' Teacher-Qwned Shared Student-Owned
Variables Prohlems Problems Problems

Mean SD Mean SD Mean sD

Rewards .03 .08 .14 .16 .05 .11 26.98

Punishments .22 .04 .08 188.39
Supportive-behavior 47 ) .53 401.76
Specific behavioral praise . 11 .11 16.44
Global personal praise ' .06 .05 7.72
Threatening/pressuring

behavior

Specific behavioral

criticism

Global personal criticzism

Imperative (not instruc—

tive) use of language

to studentl ) 41.90
Mental Hygiene/Coping

Goals 203.27
Rewards/Shaping Goals - 98.01
Control/Threat or Punish

Response .85 .16 467.43 .OObl

;This variasble was a éﬁ?ee-point scale (1 = highly instructive; 2= minimally instructive;
3 = purely imperative). All other variables are proportions reflecting use of categories
scored present (1) vs. absent {0), or averaged sum scores reflecting use of any categories
within the larger variables of reward, punishment, supportive behavior, or threatening/

pressuring behavior.
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rewards and supportive teacher behavior in these responses, and in frequent

reliance on punishment or threatening/pressuring behavior.

In contrast, students presenting student-owned pfoblems were seen as

victims of circumstances they did not necessarily cause and could not control.

Teachers expected difficulty in effecting change in these situations, but

expected such change to have a meaningful effect on the students’ lives, if

accomplished. These attributions apparently translated into teacher commitments

to help these students.

Teachers' responses in student—-owned problem situations featured extensive

talk designed to provide support, nurturance, and instruction, and not merely

an attempt t0 control the students' behavior through rewards or punishments.

The teachers frequently mentioned working on long-term goals with these

students, attempting to improve their mental health by improving their self--

evaluations, or teaching them copiné techniques that would allow them to

succeed in situations in which they were now failing.

Teachers' responses to shared problems fell in between these extremes,

and yet yielded a third distinctive pattern of attributions and response strategies.

Teachers' goals for students in these shared problem situations were more varied,

but they were primarily long term, with emphasis on.replacement of current prob-

lem behavior with more approprilate behavior. This is in contrast to both the

short—term desist techniques employed in teacher-owned problem sgituatious and

the more generalized long-term mental-health goals characteristic of student-

owned problem situations. Recall that in shared problems, students were seen

as acting unintentionally but perhaps carelessly, and as needing o learn self

control. Teachers expected to be able to improve their behavior, but perhaps




only within specific contexts, and perhaps with limited stability over time.
Students in these shared problem situations typlcally were exposed to

behavior modification programs, with high teacher Involvement in the form of

close supervision or provision of cues or other help. There was some limited

use of language for Instruction or soclalization, but typically these methods

did not rely on language as the major treatment. Instead, there was an emphasis .

on environmental engineering, modeling, or shaping students' aétions without '

extended explanation. Students in shared problem situations receilved the most

rewards, as well as their share of punishments. In addition, they were.praised

more by the teachers, especially with praise tied to specific behavior (i.e.,

praise that was used as part of a behavio; modification strategy rather than

as part of an attempt to encourage or build close relationshipg with the students).
These strategies, based heavily on teacher ‘controlled rewar;;, punishment,

supports, and praise, are consistent with the teach;rs‘ attributions about stu-

dents presenting shared problems, and with their belief that any changes in these

students would probably be specific and unstable. The teachers expected that

these students would be cooperative, but alsoc believed that constant, ongoing

environmental wmanipulations would be needed to maintain appropriate behavior.

Thus, in the‘interest of maintaining a smooth running classroom, the teachers

generally were willing to continually engineer events to improve the fit between

the students and the classroom expectations.

-Discussion
The data indicate that each of the levels of problem ownershilp was asso-

clated with a distinct pattern of teacher attributions about self and student

and with a distinct set of strategies proposed for use in responding to the
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problem. Teachers' attributions about the motivations and other causal factors
underlying problem student behavior affect their expectations about what.can
be done to improve the situation, and these in turn affect the goals that teach-
ers set and the strategies they employ in attempting to realize those goals.

The frequently significant and often striking effects of problem ownership
support the usefulness of this concept for conceptualizing problem solving in
the classroom. The data also support the application of attributional analyses
of helping behavior to conceptualization of teachers' interactions with problem
students. Research on ﬁelping behavior has established that withholding help
is likely when victims are seen as responsible for their plights (i-é-, when
obsefvers attribute victims' problems to internal causes and see them as able
to control their problem pehavior (Simon & Weiner, in press). Carroll and Payne
(1976) reported similar patterns for parole decisions: Punishment is most harsh
and parole least likely when the offender is seen as the source of the problem,
as having acted intentionally, and as likely to persist in criminal behavior in
the future. Conversely, offenders are less likely to be punished severely and
more likely to receive parole when their crimes are judged to result from external,
unintentional,uffd unstable causes., Our findings linking teachers' attributions
about atudené;T—;;havior with teachers' goals and strategies for dealing with
these problems parallel these results. - |

We believe that attribution patterns form lmportant links in the process
that teachers use to construct Qtrategiea for coping with problem atudeﬁts, es—-
pecially when initiating or changing strategies (that is, espécially when engaging:
in active decision making rather than merely responding habitually). Figure 3

presents a model tracing this process. The model is influenced by Carroll and

Payne's (1977) model of parole decisions. It begins wiéﬁ the teacher's perception
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of a specific event Interpreted against a background of previcus beliefs and
experiences with this type of behavior. This leads to an attributional analysis
of the student éhd the teacher's own potential involvement. Real world cost
factors are the final component in the construction of the teacher's influence
strategy.

The cost decision analysis involves examining real world constraints and
tradeoffs. The costs encompass ﬁl) costs to the teacher, who must operate
within the social demands of the teacher role and within personal expectations
involving investments of ‘time, energy, and emotional involvement; (2) costs to
the problem student, whose present and future growth may be affected by any
action Or nonaction; (3) costs to the class in terms of lost teaching time,
undesirable vicarious learning, or unintended ripple effects; and (4) potential

costs In other areas such as relationships with the student's family or with

the school administration.

For example, in teacher-owned problems, risk factors to the teacher's

role status are high and are compounded by administrative expectations and
the fact that most such problems occur in the presence of the class. Recall
that teachers attributed controllaﬂility and intentionality to students presenting
teacher—-owned problems and indicated low expectatlons for promoting stable and
glbbal change. In these situations, we found that teachers' strategies were
characterized by higher frequency of punishment, restricted language, and mini~.
mizing of long-term mental-health goals in favor of short—term control or
desist attempts., ;

With student-owned problems, risk factors are less immediate and more focused
on the student. - Teachers attributed neither controllability nor intentionality

to these students, and they indicated a hopeful prognosis for change. Thus this




level of problem ownership was associated with teacher encouragement and
gupport, extended language, and long-term mental-health goals involving develop-~
ﬁent of coping techniques and self approval.

Finally, shared problem situations involve an immediate threat to the smooth
Tunning of the classroom (and therefore to teacher role demands), 'and a secondary
threat to the student's learning progress or self evaluation. Teachers did not. - -
usuvally attribute intentionality ¥o the etuden: in these situations, even 1f they
did attribute conerollability, and they believed themselves capable of effecting
stable specific change. Thus thelr strategies featured relatively little punish-
ment and relatively more rewards ad praise combined with comtracts, behavior chart-
ing, and other‘techniques used to pursue behavior modification goals with specific
objectives,

The model presented in Figure 3 accomodates information from the present
study on teachers' attributions and strategies in dealing with problem students,
and may be useful in generating other research on classroom life. It also illustrates
how attributional analyses of onlookers' likely behavior toward victims who need

'help can apply to teachers and students (respectively) in classrooms.
These attributional inferences and decisions about response strategies appear
. to be part of the natural human pfocess.of makirng senseﬂbf'the.shciar'enviropmenp“ .
(compounded, of course, by ithe situational effects‘and risk factors that apply
when teachers are iInteracting with their studentsg).

It should be noted that this matural process is not very effective or

érofessionally appropriate for teachere or others whose professional obligations

involve more commitment to helping their clients than can be expected of an on-

looker encountering a victimized stranger on the street., It seems clear that
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" "natural” attributions, especially as they apply to students presenting teacher-
owned problems, can lead to self defeating expectations and behavior, resulting
in deterioration of the teacher-student relationship and escalation of the
behavior problem. Teachers need to be made more aware of the effects their attri-
" butions can have on their self-asséssments and subsequent behavior, so that they
can learn to construct strategies that extend beyond mere control and desist
techniques. The "natural® attripption processes and related follow-up responses
may be appropriate for making parole decisions, but Ehey seem counterproductive
for decis;on making in the classroom.

The findings related to problem ownership are also disturbing. Gordon (1974)
suggests active listening, empathy, and other nondirective therapy techniques
for dealing with student owned problems, and communication through "I" messages
followed by negotiztion of commitments for change in behavior for dealing with
teacher-~owmed problems. These techniques were rarely mentioned by the teachers
in this study. Teachers did typically respond sympathetically to students with
s tudent~owned pioblems, although they usually responded with a combination_of
environmental manipulation, advice, and suggestions, rather than active listening._
In dealing with students presenting teacher-owned problems, the teachers were
much more likely to respond punitively than to engage in the kind of problem

solving negotiations that Gordon recommends. Thus, although the concept of

problem ownership was useful in analyzing teachers® attributions and responses

to problem students, it typically was not used consciously by the teachers them~
selves, and certaiﬁly was not used in the ways that Gordon recommends.
Given that all of the teachers in this study had at least three years of

experience arild had been recommended as either average or outstanding at dealing




with problem students by their principals, the data suggest widespread know-

ledge and skill deficiencies in these areas. Relatively few teachers had

specific knowledge, let alone training, in behavior modification, mental-health

Many

consultarion, or other strategies for dealing with problem strudents.

teachers complained of this and stated a desire for such tralning, but many

.others stated that their job was to teach and not to act as therapists for

students with personality or behavior problems. Thus, there seemed to be a

minimal awareness of, and in some cases, an active lack of interest in, the

wealth of knowledge about classroom management and problem solving that has

developed in recent years (See Brophy & Putnam, 1979).

In closing, several methodological limitations and qualifications should

be noted.

~ First, even though teachers could respond at length and in their own

words, and even though the vignettes were revised several times to make

-them as familiar and realistic to the teachers as possible, the data come

from self reports and not from classroom observation. We assume, but cannot

prove, that teachers' attrributions about self and student obtained from these

vignette simulations reflect the attributions that would be obtained in real

life (cf. Bar-Tal & Frieze, 1976; Fontaine, 1975; Frieze & LaVoie, Note .

We will be analyzing relationships between teachers' responses to these

vignettes and their behavior as observed during our classroom visits, however,

to at least speak indirectly to this question.

-

It should also be noted that our interest in studying the 12 problem behavior

types listed in Figure 1 led us to build stability and globality of problem be-

havior into the vignettes. Recall rhat the incident depicted in each vignette

is presented as only the latest in a continuing series of similar incidents in-

volving the same student. This portrayal of rhe vignette incidents as part of
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' a larger chronic pfoblem begged the question of stability.and globality percep-

tions, and may have affected teachers' locus of causality, controllability, and
intentionality attributions as well. Similaf research using different vignettes
might yield different (more “professional") responses.

Finally, although these vignettes can simulate real classroom events as far
as they go,'they lack the rich context that surrounds classroom interactions in-
volving a teacher and studénts who know one another and share a history of exper-
iences together. It may be that certain teachers, especially those wha have
difficulty abstracting their thoughts about how to deal with hypothetical pro-
blem students but who achieve success dealing intuitively with real students
in concrete situations, might look mpré impreséive in théir classrooms than they
do in their responses to our vignettes., We doubt this, at least as a general
phenomancn, because our impression 1s that teachers' vignette responses are
generally better than thelr classroom responses to problem students, partly
because of social desirability motivation and partly because it usually is easier
to formulate apn effective response In an interview situation than in the class-
room. Nevertheless, it would be infoymative to stu&y teachers' actual problem-
solving behavior in classroomé,'perhaps using stimulated recall techniques in-
volving recording classrcom events and then playing them back for teachers and

allowing them to explain their thinking and motiﬁation.
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